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Application/Control Number: 1 0/799, 1 8 1 Page 2 

Art Unit: 1792 

1 . The amendment filed 2/8/08 has been considered and entered. Claims 21-26 have been 
added. Claims 1-26 remain in the application. 

2. This application contains claims 16-20 drawn to an invention nonelected with traverse in 
the reply filed on 9/24/07. A complete reply to the final rejection must include cancellation of 
nonelected claims or other appropriate action (37 CFR 1.144) See MPEP § 821.01. 

3. In light of the response filed 2/8/08, the 35 USC 1 12 first and second paragraph rejections 
have been withdrawn, however, the following have been necessitated by the amendment. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

4. Regarding claim 4, the term "layers" lacks antecedent basis. The claims recite 
"monolayers". 

Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C. 132(a) New Matter 

5. The amendment filed 2/8/08 is objected to under 35 U.S.C. 132(a) because it introduces 
new matter into the disclosure. 35 U.S.C. 132(a) states that no amendment shall introduce new 
matter into the disclosure of the invention. The added material which is not supported by the 
original disclosure is as follows: 
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The phrase "maintaining an uninterrupted inert gas fluid stream though the chamber" and 
"continuous pressure" are not supported by the specification. There is no support that the pulse 
inert gas is not "uninterrupted" but could be pulsed as a purge gas between precursor gases. 

It is noted that the term "immediately" is recited, however, this does not limit the claims 
as being "uninterrupted". 

Applicant is required to cancel the new matter in the reply to this Office Action. 

6. Claims 1-15 and 21-26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, as failing to 

comply with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which 
was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in the 
relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had possession of the 
claimed invention. See above. 

7. In light of the amendment filed 2/8/08, the 35 USC 102 rejections have been withdrawn, 
however, the following rejections have been necessitated by the amendment. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 



8. Claims 1,3-8,10-13,15 and 21-26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Applicant's admitted state of the art (specification, pgs. 1-5) in combination 
with either Nguyen et al. (7,222,636) or Park (6,579,372). 
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Applicant's admitted state of the art (specification, pgs. 1-5) teaches forming HTS layers 
by ALD whereby one monolayer is formed and a second monolayer is formed and the two 
monolayers react to form the desired final layer. Pulses of carrier gas are introduced between the 
pulses of monolayer gases. Up to three precursor gases can be utilized. YBCO-Ca doped HTS 
can be formed and the deposition is self-limiting. 

Applicant's admitted state of the art (specification, pgs. 1-5) fails to teach the 
"uninterrupted flow of inert gas". 

Nguyen et al. (7,222,636) (col. 1, lines 54-67) or Park (6,579,372) (claim 1) both teach 
ALD processes whereby a continuous flow of purge/inert gas is supplied to the deposition 
chamber. 

Therefore it would have been obvious for one skilled in the art at the time the invention 
was made to have modified Applicant's admitted state of the art (specification, pgs. 1-5) to 
utilize a continuous purge/inert gas as evidenced by either Nguyen et al. (7,222,636) or Park 
(6,579,372) with the expectation of achieving similar success. 

Regarding claim 21, the claim recites YBCO materials. It is the Examiner's position that 
one skilled in the art at the time the invention was made would have had a reasonable 
expectation of similar success regardless of the material precursors utilized. In addition, it is the 
Examiner's position the layer produced is a matter of design choice of one practicing in the art 
and therefore would have been an obvious modification of the prior art absent a showing of 
unexpected results. 
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Regarding claims 22-25, the claims recite using hydroxyl moieties to aid in the ALD 
process. It is the Examiner's position that the use of hydroxyl moieties in ALD process is 
commonplace in the art to enhance the deposition of the precursor gases to the substrate. 

9. Claims 1-5,7-9,1 1,13-15 and 21-26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Niinisto et al. (6,858,546) in combination with either Nguyen et al. 
(7,222,636) or Park (6,579,372). 

Niinisto et al. (6,858,546) teaches a method of depositing rare earth oxide thin films by 
and ALD process. Suitable deposition temperatures for yttrium oxide are between 200-400°C 
(abstract). Niinisto et al. (6,858,546) teaches alternating pulses into a reactor space. The excess 
source gas is purged away with an inert gas between different sources of chemical pulses. The 
pulses or source gas are pulsed sequentially (col. 3, lines 9-30 and col. 8, lines 20-53). The pulse 
length is 0.7 seconds and the growth film rate is 1.2A/cycle (see example 1). 

Niinisto et al. (6,858,546) fails to teach the "uninterrupted flow of inert gas". 
Features described above concerning Nguyen et al. (7,222,636) or Park (6,579,372) are 
incorporated here. 

Therefore it would have been obvious for one skilled in the art at the time the invention 
was made to have modified Niinisto et al. (6,858,546) process to utilize a continuous purge/inert 
gas as evidenced by either Nguyen et al. (7,222,636) or Park (6,579,372) with the expectation of 
achieving similar success. 

Regarding claim 21, the claim recites YBCO materials. It is the Examiner's position that 
one skilled in the art at the time the invention was made would have had a reasonable 
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expectation of similar success regardless of the material precursors utilized. In addition, it is the 
Examiner's position the layer produced is a matter of design choice of one practicing in the art 
and therefore would have been an obvious modification of the prior art absent a showing of 
unexpected results. 

Regarding claims 22-25, the claims recite using hydroxyl moieties to aid in the ALD 
process. It is the Examiner's position that the use of hydroxyl moieties in ALD process is 
commonplace in the art to enhance the deposition of the precursor gases to the substrate. 

10. Claims 1-6,8 and 21-26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Suntola et al. (4,058,430) in combination with either Nguyen et al. (7,222,636) or Park 
(6,579,372). 

Suntola et al. (4,058,430) teaches a method of producing compound thin films. 

Subjecting the substrate to vapor of a first single element which can react with the surface to 
form a single atomic layer and subjecting the single atomic layer to a second single element 
which can react with the first atomic layer to form a thin film. This procedure can be repeated to 
form a desired thickness (abstract). The process is self-balanced, i.e. self-limiting (col. 5, lines 
65-68 and col. 6, lines 50-55). The temperature of the substrate (process) can be 300°C 
(examples 1-3). Three sources can be utilized (col. 11, lines 15-27). 

Suntola et al. (4,058,430) fails to teach the "uninterrupted flow of inert gas". 

Features described above concerning Nguyen et al. (7,222,636) or Park (6,579,372) are 
incorporated here. 
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Therefore it would have been obvious for one skilled in the art at the time the invention 
was made to have modified Suntola et al. (4,058,430) process to utilize a continuous purge/inert 
gas as evidenced by either Nguyen et al. (7,222,636) or Park (6,579,372) with the expectation of 
achieving similar success. 

Regarding claim 21, the claim recites YBCO materials. It is the Examiner's position that 
one skilled in the art at the time the invention was made would have had a reasonable 
expectation of similar success regardless of the material precursors utilized. In addition, it is the 
Examiner's position the layer produced is a matter of design choice of one practicing in the art 
and therefore would have been an obvious modification of the prior art absent a showing of 
unexpected results. 

Regarding claims 22-25, the claims recite using hydroxyl moieties to aid in the ALD 
process. It is the Examiner's position that the use of hydroxyl moieties in ALD process is 
commonplace in the art to enhance the deposition of the precursor gases to the substrate. 

1 1 . Any inquiry concerning this conmiunication or earlier conmiunications from the 
examiner should be directed to Brian K. Talbot whose telephone number is (571) 272-1428. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday 8AM-4PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Timothy H. Meeks can be reached on (571) 272-1423. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Brian K Talbot/ 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 1792 
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